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9 ORDER

10
Open Mee ting
August 9 and 10, 2016
Phoe nix, Arizona

1 2
B Y THE  C O MMIS S IO N:

13
Ha ving  cons ide re d the  e ntire  re cord he re in  a nd b e ing  fully a dvis e d in  the  p re m is e s , the

14
Commis s ion finds , concludes , and orders  tha t:

* * * * * * * * * *

FINDINGS OF FACT

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

P ro c e d u ra l His to rv

25

26

27

28

1. On S e pte mbe r 1, 2015, J os hua  Va lle y Utility Compa ny, Inc. ("J os hua  Va lle y" or

"Compa ny") file d a n a pplica tion with the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commis s ion ("Commis s ion") for

approva l of a  ra te  increase . The  Company's  applica tion is  based on a  2014 tes t year ("TY").

2. On S e pte mbe r 10 , 2015, J os hua  Va lle y file d  a n  Affida vit of Cus tome r Ma iling ,

ce rtifying tha t the  Compa ny ha d ma ile d notice  of the  a bove -ca ptione d a pplica tion on Se pte mbe r 3,

2015, to each of its  customers.

3. Be tween September 10, 2015 and September 18, 2015, va rious  consumer comments

were  filed in the  docke t in opposition to the  Company's  proposed ra te  increase .

4. On September 21, 2015, the  Company filed an amendment to its  applica tion.

5. On Octobe r 1, 2015, the  Commis s ion's  Utilitie s  Divis ion ("S ta ff") file d a  Le tte r of

Sufficiency, s ta ting tha t Joshua  Va lley's  applica tion had met the  sufficiency requirements  a s  outlined

S  :\YKins ey\water\Orders \l503 l5Clas s DRateOrder.docx 1
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DOCKET NO. w-02023A-15-0315

1 in the  Arizona  Adminis tra tive  Code  ("A.A.C.") R14-2-103 and tha t Joshua  Va lley had been cla ss ified

2 as  a  Class  D utility.

3 6. On Nove mbe r 24, 2015, S ta ff file d a  Re que s t for a n Exte ns ion of Time  to File  S ta ff

4 Report, s ta ting tha t S ta ff needed additiona l time , until Janua ry 5, 2016, to file  the  S ta ff Report in this

5 matter, and s ta ting tha t the  Company had no objection to Staff"s  request for an extension of time.`

6 7. On De ce mbe r 3, 2015, by P roce dura l Orde r, S ta ffs  re que s t for a n e xte ns ion of time ,

7 until J a nua ry 5, 2016, to file  the  S ta ff Re port in this  ma tte r wa s  gra nte d a nd the  time clock in this

8 proceeding was  extended by twenty days .

9 8. On Ja nua ry 5, 2016, Joshua  Va lle y file d a  Motion for Exte ns ion of Time , re que s ting

10 that the  deadline  for Staff to file  the  Staff Report in this matter be  extended to January 22, 2016, because

11 the  principa l manager for the  Company could no longer pa rticipa te  in the  Company's  ope ra tions  due

12 to illne s s , a nd a nothe r pe rson unfa milia r with the  Compa ny's  ope ra tions  is  now re spons ible  for the

13 ma tte rs  re la ted to the  ra te  ca se . The  Company's  motion s ta ted tha t the  Company's  current s itua tion

14 had de layed the  Colnpany's  response  to Staff" s  da ta  requests , and tha t Staff needed additiona l time to

15 file  the  S ta ff Report.

16 9. On Janua ry 8, 2016, by Procedura l Orde r, Joshua  Va lley's  Motion for an Extens ion of

17 Time , until J a nua ry 22, 2016, for S ta ff to file  the  S ta ff Re port wa s  gra nte d. Furthe r, the  time clock in

18 this  ma tte r was  suspended.

19 10. On Ja nua ry 22, 2016, S ta ff file d its  S ta ff Re port, re comme nding a pprova l of Joshua

20 Va lle y's  a pplica tion us ing S ta ffs  re comme nde d ra te s  a nd cha rge s . The  S ta ff Re port dire cte d tha t

21 parties  wishing to file  comments  re la ted to the  S ta ff Report must do so by February 1, 2016.

22 11. On Februa ry 1, 2016, the  Company filed a  Motion for Extens ion of Time , s ta ting tha t

23 the  Company needed additiona l time , until February 5, 2016, to file  its  response  to the  Sta ff Report.

24 12. On Februa ry 5, 2016, by Procedura l Orde r, the  Company's  motion for an extens ion of

25 time was granted and the  timeclock in this  matter remained suspended.

26 13. On the  same da te , the  Company filed its  Response  to the  Staff Report, opposing some

27 of S ta ff" s  recommenda tions .

28 14. On March 4, 2016, S ta ff filed S ta ff's  Response  to the  Company's  Comments .

2 DECIS ION no. 75701

III



DOCKET NO. W-02023A-15-0315

15. On Ma rch 31, 2016, the  Compa ny file d a  Re ply to S ta ffs  Re sponse . The  Compa ny

continued to oppose  severa l of Staff' s  recommendations, but did not request a  hearing in this  matter.

1

2

3

4

Background/Compliance

5

6

16. Joshua Valley is  an Arizona for-profit "C" corporation engaged in the  business  of

providing water utility service to approximately 947 customers in an unincorporated area known as

Meadview, which is located approximately 70 miles north of Kingman, Arizona in Mohave County.

17. The Commission's records show that beginning January 1, 2012, to November 23, 2015,

10 no complaints had been filed against the Company and that four opinions opposing the rate increase

11 had been filed in this docket.'

12 18. According to the Commission's Utilities Division Compliance Section, Joshua Valley

13 had no outstanding compliance delinquencies as of October 5, 2015.

14 19. The Company's water system consists of five active wells, four storage tanks, a pressure

15 tank, and a distribution system with approximately 947 metered connections. The water system also

16 includes two standpipes known as Unit 2 and Double Tanks. The Unit 2 standpipe is a coin operated,

17 metered standpipe used by residents that live in the area and who must haul water because they are not

18 within the  vicinity of the  Company's  dis tributions  mains . The  Double  Tanks  s tandpipe  is : used

19 primarily by Mohave County road maintenance and construction, equipped with a lock and a 3-inch

20 meter that is not functional, and water is being sold on an honor system. Staff stated that the Double

21 Tanks standpipe is exposed to the elements and sometimes freezes during the winter months.

22 20. The Company's non-account water loss exceeds Staff recommended water loss of 10

23 percent or less. For the TY, Staff states that the Company had a non-account water loss of 17.42 percent.

24 Staff believes the Company's non-account water loss is due to several factors that include: 1) old meters

25 throughout the system that are registering inaccurate information, 2) meters that are only being replaced

26 on an as needed basis, 3) water system infrastructure (installed in the l 960s) that has leaks; and 4) the

27

28

7 The  Company's  Certifica te  of Convenience  and Necess ity ("CC&N") a rea  encompasses  approximate ly

8 4.5 square  miles.

9

' Staff Report at 3.

3
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1 3-inch meter loca ted a t the  Double  Tanks s tandpipe  tha t is  not functiona l.

2 21. To correct the  Company's  non-account wa te r loss  is sues , S ta ff recommends  tha t the

3 Compa ny ins ta ll a  ne w me te r on the  3-inch Double  Ta nks  s ta ndpipe  tha t is  de s igne d to function in

4 freezing tempera tures , within s ixty (60) days  of the  e ffective  da te  of a  decis ion in this  matte r. S ta ff a lso

5 recommends tha t the  Company prepare  a  report conta ining a  de ta iled ana lysis  and plan to reduce  the

6 wa te r los s  to 10 pe rce nt or le s s . S ta ff s ta te s  tha t if the  Compa ny be lie ve s  it is  not cos t e ffe ctive  to

7 reduce  the  water loss  to less  than 10 percent, it should submit a  de ta iled cost benefit analysis  to support

8 its  opinion. S ta ff s ta te s  in no ca se  sha ll the  Company a llow wa te r loss  to be  grea te r than 15 pe rcent.

9 Sta ff recommends tha t the  Company's  wate r loss  reduction report or the  de ta iled ana lysis , whichever

10 is  submitted, be  docke t a s  a  compliance  item within nine ty (90) days  of the  decis ion in this  ma tte r.

l l 22. S ta ff's  ana lys is  of Joshua  Va lley's  wa te r sys tem showed tha t the  Company is  unlike ly

12 to experience  growth over the  next five  years  and tha t Staff es timates  tha t the  Company will experience

13 a  de cline  in cus tome rs . S ta ff be lie ve s  the  Compa ny's  wa te r sys te m ha s  sufficie nt production a nd

14 s torage  capacity to se rve  its  exis ting customers  and reasonable  growth.

15 23. According to S ta ff; J os hua  Va lle y is  in complia nce  with the  Arizona  De pa rtme nt of

16 Environme nta l Qua lity ("ADEQ"). Ba se d on a n ADEQ Complia nce  S ta tus  Re port, ADEQ de te rmine d

17 tha t Joshua  Va lle y is  curre ntly de live ring wa te r tha t me e ts  wa te r qua lity s ta nda rds  a s  re quire d by 40

18 CFR 141/ A.A.C. Title  18, Cha pte r 4.2

19 24. The  Compa ny's  CC&N a re a  is  not loca te d within a n Arizona  De pa rtme nt of Wa te r

20 Re s ource s  ("ADWR") Active  Ma na ge me nt Are a  ("AMA"). Howe ve r, ADWR ha s  de te rmine d tha t

21 J os hua  Va lle y's  wa te r s ys te m is  in complia nce  with de pa rtme nta l re quire me nts  gove rning wa te r

22 provide rs  and/or community wa te r sys tems .3

23 25. Joshua  Va lle y is  in complia nce  with the  Commiss ion's  Utilitie s  Divis ion Complia nce

24 S e ction.4

25 26. According to S ta ff, Joshua  Va lley has  approved Curta ilment and Backflow Prevention

26 ta riffs  on file  with the  Commis s ion.

27

28

2 ADEQ Compliance Status Report dated July 22, 2015.
3 ADWR Compliance Status Report dated October 5, 2015.
4 Compliance Section Report dated September 16, 2015.

4
7
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1 27.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Joshua  Valley is  current on its  property taxes  in Arizona .5

28. S ta ff recommends  tha t the  Company file  with Docke t Control, a s  a  compliance  item in

this  docke t, within 90 da ys  of the  e ffe ctive  da te  of this  De cis ion, a t le a s t thre e  Be s t Ma na ge me nt

P ra ctice s  ("BMP s") in the  form of ta riffs  tha t subs ta ntia lly conform to the  te mpla te s  (loca te d on the

Commiss ion's  we bs ite ) cre a te d by S ta ff, for the  Commiss ion's  re vie w a nd cons ide ra tion. S ta ff a lso

recommends that the  Company, a t a  maximum, choose no more  than two of the  BMPs from the  "Public

Awareness/Public Rela tions" or "Educa tion and Tra ining" ca tegories  and the  Company may seek cost

recovery of the  actua l costs  associa ted with the  BMPs implementa tion in its  next genera l ra te  case .

29. The Company does not oppose Staff' s  recommendations as set forth above.

1 0 30. Staff" s  recommendations are  reasonable  and we will adopt them.

l l Ra te  Applica tion

1 2 31.

1 4 32.

1 5

1 6

1 7

Joshua  Va lle y is  curre ntly providing se rvice s  unde r ra te s  a nd cha rge s  e s ta blishe d in

13 Commiss ion Decis ion No. 64000 (August 30, 2001).

The  Company has  filed an applica tion for a  pe rmanent ra te  increase , us ing a  tes t year

TY ending December 31, 2014. The  Company's  applica tion s ta te s  a  ra te  increa se  is  needed due  to

increasing expenses, decreasing usage, aging infrastructure, and needed repairs.

33. Joshua  Valley's  applica tion seeks an increase  in revenues in the  amount of $95,000, or

18 34.55 percent over TY revenues of$274,958, to $369,958.

34. S ta ff re comme nds  a pprova l o f J os hua  Va lle y's  ra te  a pplica tion , us ing  S ta ff' s

20 recommended ra tes  and charges.6

1 9

2 1

22

23

24

35. The re  a re  two is s ue s  in  d is pu te  in  th is  ma tte r. The  Compa ny oppos e s  S ta ffs

recommendations related to Plant-in-Service to be included in rate  base and Staff' s  adjustments to labor

a nd ma na ge me nt e xpe nse s . Th e  Co mp a n y is  in  a g re e me n t with  th e  re ma in d e r o f S ta ffs

recommenda tions .7 The  Company did not reques t a  hea ring on the  issues  in dispute , the re fore , they

25 will be  re solved he re in.

26

27

28

5 Applica tion a t Exhibit 7.
6 On J a nua ry 22, 2016, S ta ff filed its  initia l S ta ff Report recom m ending a pprova l of J os hua  Va lley's  a pplica tion.
S ubs equently, on Ma rch 4, 2016, S ta ff filed a  S upplementa l S ta ff Report continuing to recommend a pprova l of the
Company's  applica tion and responding to Joshua  Valley's  comments /disagreements  with the initia l Staff Report.
7 Joshua  Valley's  Reply to Staffs  Response a t 13-15.

5
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1 Rate Base

2

Each Utility sha ll keep gene ra l and auxilia ry accounting records  re flecting
the  cos t of its  prope rtie s , ope ra ting income  a nd e xpe ns e , a s s e ts  a nd
lia bilitie s , a nd a ll othe r a ccounting a nd s ta tis tica l da ta  ne ce s sa ry to give
comple te  and authentic information as  to its  properties  and opera tions.

A. Each Utility sha ll keep its  books of account, and a ll other books, records,
and memoranda which support the  entries in such books of accounts so
a s  to a ble  to furnish re a dily full infonna tion a s  to a ny ite m include d in
any account. Each entry shall be  supported by such deta iled information
a s  will pe rmit a  re a dy ide ntifica tion, a na lys is , a nd ve rifica tion of a ll
facts  re levant there to.

36. Joshua  Valley proposed a  fa ir va lue  ra te  base  ("FVRB") of $859,068.25 The  Company

3 did not propose  a  FVRB tha t diffe rs  from its  proposed origina l cost ra te  base  ("OCRB") of $859,068.9

4 37. Staff recommends a  FVRB of $837,576.10 Staff"s  adjusted FVRB is  the  same as Staffs

5 adjusted OCRB <>f$837,576."

6 38. Staff s ta tes that in addition to other ra te  base  adjustments, it recommends a  decrease  in

7 the  Compa ny's  ne t P la nt-in-S e wice  be ca use  the  Compa ny fa ile d to produce  supporting invoice s  for

8 the  pla nt a dditions . S ta ff a lso s ta te d tha t in orde r to prote ct the  inte re s t of ra te pa ye rs , S ta ff did not

9 include  the  unsupporte d pla nt in ra te  ba se .'2 In support of its  pos ition to disa llow the  pla nt a dditions ,

10 S ta ff re lie s  on Arizona  Adminis tra tive  Code  ("A.A.C") R14-2-411.D. 1 , which s ta te s  in re levant pa rt:

1 3

14 39. Additiona lly, A.A,C. R14-2-411.D.2 s ta te s  tha t each utility sha ll ma inta in its  books  and

15 re cords  in conformity with the  Na tiona l As s ocia tion of Re gula tory Utility Commis s ion ("NARUC")

16 Uniform S ys te m of Accounts  ("US OA").

17 40. The  NARUC US OA Accounting Ins truction No. 2 (A-B)- Ge ne ra l- Re cords  provide s

18 ins truction on the  types  of books  and records  utilitie s  should ma inta in for any transaction. Ins truction

19 No. 2 s ta te s  in re le va nt pa rt:

20

2 1

2 2

2 3

2 4

2 5

2 6

2 7

2 8

The  books  and records  re fe rred to he re in include  not only accounting
records in a  limited technical sense, but a ll other records, such as minute

8 Applica tion a t l 5b.
9 S ta ffs  Amended Schedule BCA-2 a t 1.
10 Id.
11 Id
12 Staffs  Response to Joshua  Valley Utility Company's  Comments  to the Sta ff Report a t l- 2.

B.

6 DE CIS IO N n o . 75701
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books , s tock books , reports , correspondence , memoranda , e tc., which
ma y be  us e ful in de ve loping the  his tory of, or fa cts  re ga rding, a ny
transaction.

41. Sta ff recommends the  following adjustments  to the  Company's  proposed FVRB :

a . De cre a s ing  P la n t-in-S e rvice  by $37 ,653 , from $2 ,372 ,749  to
$2,335,096, to re fle ct the  re mova l of pla nt for which the  Compa ny could
not produce  supporting invoice s . S ta ff re comme nds  disa llowing P la nt-in-
S e rvice  in the  following ca te gorie s : We lls  a nd S pring by $l0,201, from
$108,304 to $98,l03; Transmiss ion and Dis tribution Mains  by $7,835, from
$1,992,877 to $l,985,042; Me te r and Me te r Ins ta lla tions  by $14,106, from
$44,840 to $30,734, Compute r Software  by $l,497, from $8,946 to $7,449,
To o ls  a n d  W o rk E q u ip m e n t b y $ 3 ,6 5 7 ,  fro m  $ 3 ,6 5 7  to  $ 0 ,  a n d
Misce llaneous Equipment by $357, from $357 to $0.13

b . Decreas ing Accumula ted De pre cia tion by $17,370, from

c. De cre a s ing Ca s h Working Ca pita l by $1,208, from $24,052 to
$22,844, to re flect S ta ffs  ca lcula tion of 1/24 of Purchased Power cos ts  in
the  a motuit of $1,036. S ta ff us e d the  formula  me thod to ca lcula te  the
Company's  Cash Working Capita l, which is  based on 1/8 of the  Company's

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

13

1 4

15 S ta ff concurs  with the  Company's  proposed Advances  in Aid of Cons truction ("AIAC")

16 in the  a mount of $25,226 for the  Ty.16

17 43. Ba se d on the  de pre cia tion ra te  a uthorize d in De cis ion No. 64000 (Augus t 30, 2001),

18 S ta ff concurs  tha t the  Compa ny ha d Contributions  in Aid of Cons truction ("CIAC") in the  a mount of

19 $58,342 for the  TY, a nd CIAC a mortiza tion ba la nce  of $26,254, re sulting in ne t CIAC in the  a mount

20 <>f$32,088."

21 44. Joshua Valley opposes Staff' s  adjustment to Plant-in~Service  for the  TY. The Company

22 sta tes that it could not locate  six invoices that were  e ight to 13 years old, and that the  Company's owner

23 is  in "extremely poor hea lth" and was  unable  to ass is t with the  ra te  case .'8 Joshua  Va lley a rgues  tha t

24

25

26

27

28

42.

13 S taff Report a t 4-5 .

1 4  S ta ffs  Ame n d e d  S c h e d u le  BC A-2  a t 4 -6

15 Id. a t 6.

16 Id.
17 ld.

18  J os hua  Va lle y's  C omme nts  R e  S ta ff R e port a t 2 .

7 DECISION N0.75701
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1

2

3

4

Sta ff should take  a  more  "common sense" approach to the  miss ing invoices .19 The  Company s ta te s

tha t for s e ve ra l ye a rs , a nd moving forwa rd, pla nt a dditions  ha ve  be e n tra cke d a nd a ccounte d for

d iffe re ntly."

45.

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

1 3

Joshua  Va lley contends  tha t A.A.C. R14-2-411.D does  not require  S ta ff to pe rform a

100 pe rce nt a udit of a ll wa te r compa ny invoice s . To illus tra te  its  point, J os hua  Va lle y points  to

language  conta ined in A.A.C. R14-2-41 l .D which s ta tes  tha t utilities  sha ll keep "genera l and auxilia ry

a ccounting re cords  ..."21 The  Compa ny a lso conte nds  tha t S ta ff's  inte rpre ta tion of the  rule  would

require  eve ry wa te r company seeking a  ra te  case  to produce  eve ry invoice  for S ta ffs  audit."

46. Joshua  Valley re lies  on Commission Decis ion No. 7 l854 (August 25, 2010) to support

its  position tha t water companies  need not produce  100 percent of invoices  for a  Staff audit." In a  prior

ra te  ca se , involving Johnson Utilitie s  Company ("Jollnson"), Johnson proposed a  ne t utility P lant-in-

Se rvice  of $115,454,166 for its  wa s te wa te r divis ion a nd ne t P la nt-in-Se rvice  of $69,177,566 for its

water division.24

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

22

47. In Johnson, S ta ff re commended tha t the  Commiss ion disa llow P lant-in-Sewice  in the

a mount of $10,892,391 for J ohns on's  wa s te wa te r divis ion a nd $7,433,707 for J ohns on's  wa te r

division.25 Staff expressed concern over the amount of inadequately supported plant costs that Johnson

ha d include d in its  ne t P la nt-in-S e rvice  a nd S ta ff re comme nde d tha t the  Commis s ion dis a llow 10

pe rce nt of the  pla nt a dditions  re que s te d by Johnson.26 S ta ff s ta te d tha t Johnson "fa ile d to provide

comple te  and authentic informa tion in rega rds  to its  plant in a ccordance  with Commiss ion rule s ."27

Johnson a rgued tha t S ta ffs  recommended 10 pe rcent disa llowance  was  a rbitra ry (because  it did not

ide ntify s pe cific uns upporte d or ina de qua te ly s upporte d pla nt cos ts ), a nd tha t J ohns on provide d

contracts, invoices, cancelled checks and/or main extension agreements that supported all but $885,064

23

24

25

26

27

28

19 Joshua Valley's  Comments  Re Staff Report a t 2.
20 Id.
21 Joshua Valley's  Reply to Staffs  Response a t 2.
22 1d.at 3.
23 Id. at 4.
24 Decision No. 71854 at 4.
25 Id. at 5.
26 Id.
27Id .

8
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1

2

3

4 48.

5

6

7

8

9

10

12

13

14 "33

15

16

17

18 49.

19

20

21

of Jollnson's  propose d P la nt-in-S e wice .28 De cis ion No. 71854 a pprove d S ta ffs  re comme nde d

adjus tments  to ne t utility P lant-in Se rvice  for Johnson's  was tewa te r divis ion and reduced Johnson's

ra te  ba se  accordingly."

S ubs e que ntly, J ohns on file d a  P e tition to Ame nd De cis ion No. 71854 ("P e tition")

into ra te  ba s e  $18,244,755 for its  wa s te wa te r divis ion tha t wa s  dis a llowe d due  to ina de qua te ly

supported plant cost and $7,352,364 disa llowed for a ffilia te  profit." In its  Pe tition, Johnson argued tha t

during its  ra te  he a ring it ha d provide d "copie s  of contra cts , invoice s , ca nce lle d che cks , a nd/or line

e xte ns ion a gre e me nts  to support a lmos t a ll of the  wa s te wa te r pla nt ite ms  tha t we re  re que s te d by

S ta ff"3l S ta ff oppose d the  Compa ny's  re que s t to a dd ba ck into ra te  ba se  the  pla nt tha t ha d be e n

disa llowed." In tha t case , S ta ff did not dispute  tha t Johnson provided the  documenta tion to support its

plant additions , but s ta ted tha t S ta ff's  "audit and ana lys is  could not ve rify the  Company's  cla ims" and

tha t the  audit process  was "compounded by the  lack of timeliness  of the  response  of the  Company as

we ll a s  the  fa ilure  of the  Compa ny to ke e p its  re cords  in a ccorda nce  with NARUC US OA. S ta ff

s ta ted tha t during Johnson's  ra te  hearing, Johnson provided "voluminous documents" in response  to a

da ta  request issued in 2008, "a  mere  two days  be fore  the  commencement of the  hearing" ... and tha t

it was "unreasonable  to require  Staff to audit those  records on the  eve  of tria l."34

In De cis ion No. 72579 (S e pte mbe r 15, 2011), the  Commis s ion gra nte d a pprova l to

amend Decis ion No. 71854 and granted, among othe r things , Johnson's  reques t to add back into its

wastewater rate  base $10,892,391 that had previously been disallowed for inadequately supported plant

cost.35

J os hua  Va lle y conte nds  tha t the Johnson ca s e  illus tra te s  "the  dis pa ra te  tre a tme nt

23 be tween la rge  and s mall wa te r companies  a s  fa r a s  the  requirement for s mall wa te r companies  to be

22 50.

24

25

26

27

28

28 Decision No. 71854 at 6.
29 Id at 49 and 67-69.
30 Decision No. 72579 (September 15, 2011) at 2.

32 Staffs Response to Petition to Amend filed in Docket No. WS-02987A-08-0180.
33 ld.
34 Id.
35 Decision No. 72579 at 3-7.
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 subject to 100 pe rcent audits , while  la rge  companies  a re  subject to sample  audits ."36 The  Company

contends  tha t Johnson "sought approxima te ly $115,000,000 in ra te  base  for its  was tewa te r divis ion,

but produced invoices  tota ling only $8,100,000."37 According to Joshua  Va lley, Johnson a rgued tha t

contracts , bank s ta tements , and extens ion agreements  e s tablished tha t Johnson had approxima te ly

$100,000,000 in plant inves tment."

51. The Company argues that each of the  plant additions that Staff disa llowed was recorded

in the  Compa ny's  a ccounting re cords , ge ne ra l le dge r, a nd its  Utilitie s  Divis ion Annua l Re ports

("Annua l Re ports "), a nd tha t the  docume nta tion ha d be e n s ubmitte d to S ta ff a nd/or file d with the

Com1niss ion.39 Joshua  Valley contends  tha t its  applica tion included business  records  tha t constitute

prima  fa cie  e vide nce  of the  pla nt a dditions  a nd tha t, a s  re quire d by S ta ff, the  Compa ny re vie ws  its

Further, Joshua  Valley a rgues  tha t its  genera l ledger submitted for S ta ffs  review, as  well as  its  Annual

Reports , conta ined the  plant additions  and were  recorded as  part of the  Company's  ordinary course  of

business.41 Joshua Valley sta tes that it has $2,372,749 in plant, tha t the  six missing invoices constitute

1.6 pe rcent of its  plant in ra te  base , and tha t wa te r companies  should not be  punished because  they

ca nnot loca te  a ll of the ir pla nt invoice s ."

52. The  Compa ny s ta te s  tha t a lthough it wa s  una ble  to loca te  the  s ix mis s ing invoice s ,

e vide nce  of the  P la nt-in-S e rvice  wa s  provide d. The  Compa ny's  a pplica tion include d a  lis t of pla nt

additions and re tirements for the  intervening years between its  last ra te  case  in 2001 and the  end of the

TY 2014.43 The  Company's  applica tion a lso included a  plant summary showing tha t prior to its  2001

ra te  ca s e , it ha d $29,238 in P la nt-in-S e rvice  in the  We lls  & S prings  ca te gory.44 The  Compa ny's

applica tion shows tha t during the  inte rvening years , Joshua  Valley added plant in the  Wells  & Springs

1 0

13

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

2 2

2 3
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2 5

2 6

2 7

2 8

36 Joshua Valley's Reply to Staffs Response at 5.
37 Id at 4.
38 Id.
39 Id.
40 Id. at 6.
41 Id.
42 Id. at 7.
43 Application at 12-13.
44 ld. at 14.
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1

2

3

4

category of: $10,200 in 2002, $39,117 in 2013, and $29,749 in 2014.45 The tota l cost of plant additions

in the  Wells  & Springs ca tegory for the  intervening years , and through the  end of the  TY, was $79,066,

and no plant was re tired during that time.46 The Company reported that a t the  end of the  TY it had tota l

P la nt-in-S e rvice  in the  a mount of $108,304 in the  We lls  & S prings  ca te gory." A re vie w of J os hua

Va lle y's  Annua l Re ports  file d with the  Commiss ion for the  ye a rs  2012, 2013, a nd 2014 show tha t

Joshua  Va lley reported identica l amounts  for its  plant additions  in the  Wells  & Springs  ca tegory, a s  it

7 reported in its  applica tion, which re sulted in tota l plant additions  in the  amount of $108,304 a t the  end

8 of the  TY. Likewise , the  Company's  Commiss ion-filed Annua l Reports  for the  yea rs  2012, 2013 and

9 2014, a lso reported identica l amounts  for its  plant additions  in the  following ca tegorie s : Transmiss ion

10 & Dis tribution Ma ins , Me te rs  & Me te r Ins ta lla tions , Compute rs  & S oftwa re , a nd Mis ce lla ne ous

11 Equipme nt. In both its  Annua l Re ports  a nd its  a pplica tion the  Compa ny's  re que s te d a mount of ne t

12 Plant-in-Service  a t the  end of the  test year is  the  same. Further, the  Company has s ta ted tha t its  books

5
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and ledgers recorded the  plant additions during the  intervening years.48

53. We  dis a gre e  with the  Compa ny's  a rgume nt tha t the  J ohns on ca s e  "highlights  the

dispara te  trea tment be tween la rge  and small wate r companies" as  it re la tes  to auditing the  books of a

re gula te d utility. Unde r Commiss ion Rule s  a nd NARUC USOA guide line s  e a ch utility is  re quire d "to

keep its  books  of account, and a ll othe r books , records , and memoranda  which support the  entrie s  in

such books  of accounts  so as  to able  to furnish readily full information as  to any item included in any

a ccount." While  the  NARUC US OA ins tructions  a llow for the  inclus ion of "not only a ccounting

records  in a  limited technica l sense , but a ll other records , such as  minute  books, s tock books, reports ,

correspondence, memoranda, e tc., which may be  useful in developing the  history of, or facts  regarding,

a ny tra ns a ction....," it is  ne ve rthe le s s  the  utility's  re s pons ibility to s ubs ta ntia te  e a ch tra ns a ction

recorded in its  books  and records . In othe r words , the  burden of proof lie s  with the  utility.

54. He re , the  Compa ny's  propose d P la nt-in-S e rvice  a dditions  a t the  e nd of the  TY we re

identica l to amounts  reported in the  Company's  Annua l Reports  (for prior years). It is  a lso Lmdisputed

45 Application at 12-13.
46 Id. at 14.
47 Id.
is  Joshua  Valley's  Reply to Sta ffs  Response a t 1.
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5
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9

10

tha t the  Compa ny's  books  a nd le dge rs  conta ine d a nd re corde d the  pla nt a dditions . Furthe r, the

docume nta tion s ubmitte d with the  Compa ny's  a pplica tion in s upport of re ce nt pla nt a dditions  s how

tha t the  Company has  improved and/or made  pos itive  changes  in its  record keeping and accounting

methods . Bas ed on the  above  factors , we  find tha t under the  s pecific circums tances  of this  cas e , it is

reasonable  to a llow the  Company's  proposed ne t P lant-in-Service . We find tha t the  Company had tota l

P la nt-in-S e rvice  in the  a mount of $2,372,749, a nd Accumula te d De pre c ia tion in the  a mount of

$l,48l,456, for a  ne t P lant-in-Se rvice  in the  amount of $891,293 for the  TY.49

55. The  Company proposed a  Cash Working Capita l Allowance  in the  amount of $25,088.

S ta ffs  a djus tme nt to Ca s h Working Ca pita l de cre a s e d the  a mount by $1,208, from $25,088, to

$23,880.50 Based on the adjus tments  adopted herein, we find it appropriate  to increase Staff' s  proposed

Cas h Working Capita l Allowance  by $924, from $23,880, to $24,804, to re  fiect ca lcula tion of 1/24 of

purchased power cos ts , in the  amount of $24,854, and ca lcula tion of 1/8 of opera tion and maintenance

13 expenses , in the  amount of $l90,l51 , us ing the  formula  method, to ca lcula te  Cash Working Capita l.5'

14 56. The  Company did not propose  a FVRB tha t diffe rs  from its  OCRB; the re fore , we  find

15 that Joshua Valley's  OCRB is  the  same as its  FVRB of $858,783.52

16

17 57. The  Compa ny propose d a  $95,000, or 34.55 pe rce nt, incre a se  in re ve nue s  ove r its

18 proposed TY revenues of $274,958, to $369,958.53 Joshua  Valley's  proposed revenue  increase  would

19 produce  an opera ting income of $60,957, for a  7.38 percent ra te  of re turn on an OCRB of $859,068.54

20 58. The  Company proposed a  cash flow in the  amount of $111,023.

21 59. S ta ff doe s  not re comme nd a djus tme nts  to the  Compa ny's  propose d TY re ve nue s  of

22 $274,958.55 Staff recommends a  tota l annual opera ting revenue  of $357,99l, an increase  of $83,033,

23 or 30.20 pe rce nt, ove r TY re ve nue s  of 274,958.56 S ta ffs  re comme nde d re ve nue  incre a s e  would

24

25

26

27

28

Operating Income and Revenue Requirement

49 See, Attached Exhibit A.
50 Staffs Amended Schedule BCA-2.
51See,Attached Exhibit A.
52 ld.
53 Application at 19.
54 ld.
is Staffs Amended Schedule BCA-3 at 1.
56 Id.
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l produce  a n ope ra ting income  of $59,050, for a  7.05 pe rce nt ra te  of re turn on S ta ff' s  a djus te d OCRB of

3

4 c a s h  flo w will p ro v id e  th e  C o m p a n y with  s u ffic ie n t  in c o m e  to  p a y o p e ra t in g  e x p e n s e s  a n d

5 continge ncie s .

6 61. The  Compa ny s ta te s  it ha d TY ope ra ting e xpe nse s  of $284,524, re sulting in a n ope ra ting

7 income  of ne ga tive  $9,566.58

2 $837,576.57

60. S ta ff re com m e nds  a  ca s h How a m ount of $108,917. S ta ff be lie ve s  its  re com m e nde d

8

9 of negative $4,584.59

10

62. S ta ff re comme nds  TY ope ra ting e xpe nse s  of $279,542, re sulting in a n ope ra ting income

63. S ta ff a djus tme nts  to ope ra ting e xpe nse s  include  :

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2 1

22

a . Incre a s ing S a la rie s  a nd Wa ge s  e xpe nse  by $12,600, from $103,971,
to $116,571 , to re fle ct the  re cla ss ifica tion of owne r's  sa la ry of $20,000 from
Ac c oun t No .  630 ,  O u ts ide  S e rv ic e s ,  to  Ac c oun t No .  601  ,  S a la rie s  a nd
Wa ge s . The  a djus tme nt a lso re move s  $7,400 due  to duplica tion of s e rvice s
for both the  owne r a nd ge ne ra l ma na ge r.
b . De cre a s ing Outs ide  S e rvice s  by $20,000, from  $21,718, to $l,718,
to re fle ct the  re cla s s ifica tion of $20,000 from Account No. 630, S a la ry a nd
Wa ge s , to Account No. 601, Outs ide  S e rvice s .
c . Incre a s ing Wa te r Te s ting by $370, from $3,120 to $3,490, to re fle ct
S ta ff" s  Engine e r's  ca lcula tion of wa te r te s ting e xpe nse .
d. De c re a s in g  De p re c ia tio n  b y $ 1 9 9 ,  fro m  $ 5 0 ,0 6 6  to  $ 4 9 ,8 6 7 ,  to
re fle ct the  a pplica tion of S ta ffs  re comme nde d de pre cia tion ra te  to S ta ff' s
re comme nde d pla nt ba la nce s .
e . Incre a s ing Income  Ta x e xpe nse  by $1,283, from ne ga tive  $2,406 to
ne ga tive  $1,123, for the  TY, to re fle ct S ta ff' s  ca lcula tion of the  income  ta x
obliga tion on S ta ff' s  a djus te d TY ta xa ble  income .60
f. In c re a s in g  Ta xe s  O th e r th a n  In c o m e  b y $ 9 6 4 ,  fro m  $ 9 , 0 0 4  to
$9,968, to  re fle c t Fe de ra l Ins ura nce  Contributions  Act Ta xe s  ("FICA") on
S ta ff' s  a djus tme nt to re duce  the  owne r's  sa la ry from $20,000 to $12,600 for

23

64. S ta ff s ta te s  tha t its  a djus tme nts  to S a la rie s  a nd Wa ge s  we re  ba se d on s ta te me nts  ma de
24

25
by the  Compa ny in its  a pplica tion a nd in re sponse  to S ta ff" s  da ta  re que s t. S ta ff points  to the  Exhibit 2,

26

27

28

51 Sta ffs  Amended Schedule BCA-3 a t 1.
5**Application at 19.
59 S ta ffs  Amended Schedule BCA-3 a t l.
60 Id. at 1-3 .
61Id. a t 1.
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1 tiled with the  Company's  applica tion, entitled Sa la rie s  and Wages  Support.62 In this  document, S ta ff

2 points  out the  Compa ny s ta te d its  Ge ne ra l Ma na ge r, Mr. Le va ndows ki, "ove rs e e s  a ll a s pe cts  of

3 opera tions."63 Staff a lso points  out tha t the  Company's  response  to da ta  request JLK 1.13 s ta ted tha t

4 the  owner, "John Norton provides  routine  se rvice s  re la ted to Company management and ove rs ight of

5 employees and service  providers ."64 Based on these  s ta tements , S taff concluded tha t both the  owner

6 and the  Genera l Manager perform the  same service  to "oversee  a ll aspects  of opera tions."65 Therefore ,

7 Staff states it decreased Salaries and Wages by $7,400 because of the duplication of services.66

8 65. In  s upport o f its  pos ition , S ta ff re lie s  on  the  la ngua ge  found  in  NARUC US OA

9 Accounting Ins truction No. 10 - Alloca tion of Sa la rie s  and Expenses , which s ta tes  in re levant pa rt tha t:

10

11

12

13

14

Charges to utility plant or to a  sa laries expense account shall be  based upon
the  actua l time engaged in e ither plant construction or providing opera tional
s e rvice s . In the  e ve nt a ctua l time  s pe nt in the  va rious  a ctivitie s  is  not
a va ila ble  or pra ctica ble , s a la rie s  should be  a lloca te d upon the  ba s is  of a
s tudy of the  time  engaged during a  representa tive  pe riod. Charges  should
not be made to accounts based upon estimates or in an arbitrary fashion.67

66.

15 owner/genera l manager from Salary and Wages to Outside  Services, Staff expla ined that in transactions

16 in which a n owne r is  pa id a s  both a n owne r a nd a n e mploye e  the se  tra nsa ctions  re quire  a dditiona l

17 scrutiny." S ta ff s ta tes  tha t the  compensa tion of owners  in excess  of a  reasonable  amount may actua lly

18 be  a  dis tribution of income/profit.69 Further, S ta ff s ta ted tha t it reviewed the  Company's  genera l ledger

19 a nd found tha t the  owne r wa s  not pa id bi-we e kly or e ve n monthly a nd tha t the  owne r ha d only be e n

20 pa id once  during the  TY in the  amount of $20,000 in June  2014.70 S ta ff points  out tha t employees  a re

21 typica lly pa id bi-weekly and tha t the  Company could not substantia te  the  actua l time the  owner/genera l

22 ma na ge r s pe nds  working on J os hua  Va lle y a ctivitie s . S ta ff a s s e rts  tha t cus tome rs  s hould only be

23 required to pay for the  actua l and reasonable  cost needed to provide  se rvice  and tha t, pursuant to the

24

In rega rds  to S ta ff's  adjus tment to recla ss ify $20,000 in sa la ry pa id to the  Company's

2 5

2 6

2 7

2 8

62 Staffs  Response to Joshua Valley's  Comments  to Staff Report a t 2.
63 ld.
64 Id.
65 Staff Report at 6.
66 Staff Response to Joshua Valley's  Comments  to Staff Report a t 3.
67 ld.
68 Id. at 2 .
69 Id at 3 .
70 ld.
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1 NARUC USOA, it is  not appropria te  to use  an es tima te  as  a  bas is  for a  sa la ry."

2 67. S ta ff s ta te d tha t while  the  owne r did spe nd time  working on Joshua  Va lle y a ctivitie s ,

3 S ta ff de te rmine d tha t he  did not s pe nd a s  much time  on J os hua  Va lle y a ctivitie s  a s  the  ge ne ra l

4 manager." S ta ff a lso took into considera tion the  fact tha t both the  owner and the  genera l manager have

5 s imila r dutie s  and tha t the  genera l manager was  pa id $12,600 for the  TY. Based on tha t information,

6 Staff concluded that the  owner should be paid the  equivalent amount of $12,600.73 Staff reasoned that

7 a lthough the  sa la ry was  the  same  for the  owner and genera l manager, the  hourly ra te  for the  owner is

8 higher and will compensa te  for the  fewer hours  be ing worked by the  owner.74

9 68. S ta ff a lso recommends  tha t, on a  going-forward bas is , the  Company should utilize  the

10 deprecia tion ra te s  a s  de linea ted in Table  C of the  S ta ff Report.

l l 69. The  Compa ny oppos e s  S ta ffs  re comme nda tion to re duce  the  owne r's  s a la ry from

12 $20,000, as  proposed by the  Company, to $12,600. Joshua  Valley expla ined tha t the  Company is  run

13 by its  owne r (pa rt-time ), two pa rt-time  e mploye e s , a nd two full-time  e mploye e s , for a  tota l cos t of

14 $123,971 annually.75 The  Company cla ims tha t it has  essentia lly two part-time genera l managers , Mr.

15 Levandowski and Mr. John Norton, with annua l sa la rie s  of $12,600 and $20,000, re spective ly." The

16 Compa ny a sse rts  tha t Mr. Norton, who is  one  of two dire ctors /owne rs  for the  Compa ny, is  prima rily

17 re spons ible  for corpora te , financia l, and regula tory ma tte rs , while  Mr. Levandowski is  re spons ible  for

18 the  operational needs of the  Company and ensures customers have sewice .77

19 70. J os hua  Va lle y s ta te s  tha t Mr. Norton's  dutie s , a s  owne r/ge ne ra l ma na ge r, include :

20 pe rsonne l decis ions , bidding; regula tory compliance , banking and financing; contracting; land use  and

21 right-of-wa ys , line  e xte ns ion a gre e me nts , ove rs ight of profe ss iona l a ccounta nts  a nd a ttorne ys , ta x

22 ma tte rs , corre spondence  with cus tomers  and the  bus ine ss  community, and corpora te  ma tte rs . By

23 compa ris on, the  Compa ny s ta te s  tha t Mr. Le va ndows ki's  dutie s , a s  ge ne ra l ma na ge r, include :

24

25

26

27

28

71 S ta ffs  Res pons e  to J os hua  Valley's  Comments  to S ta ff Report a t 3.
72 Id.
73 Id.
74 Id.
75 J os hua  Valley's  Reply to S taff Res pons e  a t 7-8.
76 Id. at 8-9.
77 Id. at 8-9.
78Id. a t 9 .
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supervising employees, identifying issues with the  water system, ensuring meters are  read, making sure

customer bills  a re  mailed each month, and oversee ing a ll a spects  of the  wate r sys tems opera tions .79

The  Company s ta te s  tha t Mr. Levandowski reports  directly to Mr. Norton, on a ll subs tantive  ma tte rs ,

but Mr. Norton makes  the  fina l decis ions . Joshua  Valley a rgues  tha t the  "two genera l managers" work

5

6 71. Joshua  Valley contends tha t S ta ff's  recommended adjustment, decreasing the  owner's

7 sa la ry by $7,400, is  a rbitra ry.81 The  Company a rgues  tha t under S ta ffs  proposa l, only $25,200 would

8 be  a lloca te d to the  two ge ne ra l ma na ge r pos itions , a nd tha t the  $25,200 a mount is  unre a lis tic for a

9 Company with approximate ly 1,000 customers .82 Joshua  Valley a lso a rgues  tha t S ta ff fa iled to ask the

10 Company to explain how the Company split the general management duties and that the two documents

l l Staff re lied on do not directly address  how the  two genera l managers ' work duties  a re  divided.83

12 72. The  Compa ny a lso a rgue s  tha t S ta ff's  re comme nde d re cla s s ifica tion of the  owne r's

13 sa la ry, from Outs ide  Services  to Sa la ry and Wages, crea tes  a  "s trawman a rgument" which Sta ff uses

14 "to ra tiona lize  the  $7,400 re duction."84 According to Joshua  Va lle y, S ta ff made  its  recommenda tion

15 to reclassify the  owner's  sa lary so tha t Staff could apply the  NARUC standard for sa laries  expenses.85

16 The  Compa ny s ta te s  tha t "a t no time  during the  dis cove ry proce s s  did S ta ff e ve r ra is e  the  is s ue

17 re ga rding Norton's  work."86

18 73. The Company argues that Staff offered no evidence to support reclassifying the  owner's

19 sa la ry from Outs ide  S e rvice s  to S a la ry a nd Wa ge s , S ta ff's  "s tra wma n a rgume nt" implie dly criticize d

20 the  Compa ny for not providing time s he e ts  for a  non-s a la rie d e mploye e , S ta ff ne ve r a s ke d for

21 timeshee ts  for any employees , but only adjusted for the  owne r, and S ta ff offe red no factua l bas is  for

1

2

3

4

22 its  a rbitra ry a djus tme nt.87

23 74.

24

The  Company s ta te s  tha t on a  going-forward bas is , it does  not object to recla ss ifying

25

26

27

28

79 J os hua Valley's  Reply to S taff Res pons e  a t 8.
80 ld. a t 9 .
81Id. a t 10.
82 Id. at 10.
as 14. at 10.
84 Id. at 11.
85 Id. at 11.
86 Id. at 12.
87Id. a t 12.
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1 the  owner's  sa la ry from Outside  Services  to Sa lary and Wages. Further, the  Company sta tes  tha t on a

going-forward bas is , it will implement a  policy of paying the  owner more  than once  a  yea r. However,

the  Compa ny a rgue s  tha t ta king this  a pproa ch will be  more  e xpe ns ive  for ra te pa ye rs  be ca use  the

Company will no longer be  able  to use  the  owner's  sa lary throughout the  year, and that the  once a  year

5 payment a llowed the  Company to reduce  its  FICA payments  by approximate ly $1,000.88

6 75. Ba s e d  on  the  Compa ny's  e xp la na tion  o f the  ro le s  o f bo th  Mr. Norton  a nd  Mr.

7 Levandowski, we  find tha t the  duties  for the  two employees a re  not duplica tive  and there  is  no evidence

8 in the  record to dispute  tha t the  owner's  sa lary is  reasonable  given the  size  of the  Company. Therefore ,

9 we  will a dopt the  Compa ny's  propose d sa la ry of $20,000 for its  owne r/ge ne ra l ma na ge r a nd we  will

10 transfer $20,000 from Outside  Services  to Sa la ry and Wages, as  recommended by Sta ff.89 Further, on

l l a  going forward basis , the  Company should pay its  owner/genera l manager more  than once  a  year and

12 record such payments  under Sa la ry and Wages , pursuant to NARUC USOA guide lines .

13 76. Based on the  adjus tments  adopted he re in, we  make  the  following adjus tments  to the

14 Company's  proposed expenses  for the  TY: increas ing Sa la ry and Wages  by $20,000, from $103,971

15 to $l23,97l; de cre a s ing Outs ide  S e rvice s  by $20,000, from $21,718 to $l,718, incre a s ing Wa te r

16 Tes ting by $370, from $3,l20, to $3,490, increa s ing Deprecia tion Expense  by $390, from $50,066, to

17 $50,456; increasing Taxes Other Than Income by $1,530, from $9,004 to $10,534; decreasing Property

18 Taxes by $286, from $10,583 to $10,297, decreasing Income Taxes by $305, from negative  $2,406 to

19 ne ga tive  $2,7l 1 , a nd incre a s ing TY ope ra ting e xpe ns e s  by $11669.90 Furthe r, we  will a dopt the

20 Company's proposed TY revenues of $274,958, and adjusted operating expenses of $286,223, resulting

21 in opera ting income of nega tive  $11,265 for the  TY.91

22 77. In a ddition, ba se d on our findings  he re in, we  find tha t, on a  going forwa rd ba s is , the

23 Company has  a  revenue  requirement of $368,80l, opera ting expenses  of $308,025, and an opera ting

24 income of $60,776, for a  7.10 pe rcent ra te  of re turn on its  FVRB of $858,783.92

25

26

27

28

88 Joshua Valley's  Reply to Staff Response at 13.
89 See, Attached Exhibit B.
90 Id a t Exhibit c.
91 Id

92 Id a t Exhibit D.
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Rate Design

MO NTHLY US AG E  C HAR G E :

5/8" x %" Me te r
%" Me te r
1" Me te r

1 %" Me te r
2" Me te r
3" Me te r
4 " Me te r
6" Me te r
8" Me te r

Present

$13.50
25.00
35.00
80.00

180.00
200.00
300.00
400.00

Proposed Rates
Compa ny

18.50
27.75
46.25
92.50

148.00
296.00
462.50
925.00

Staff
17.50
25.50
42.50
85.00

180.00
200.00
300.00
600.00

C O MMO DITY R ATE S

5/8" x %" Me te r a n d  %" Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
l to 3,000 Ga llons
3,001 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Gallons

$3.40
3.90
4.25

$4.00
5.25
6.54

$4.00
5.20
6.59

$3.40
3.90
4.25

1" Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
1 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Gallons
l to 20,000 Ga llons
Over 20,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

$3.40
3.90
4.25

1  W'  Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
l to 10,000 Ga llons
Over 10,000 Gallons
l to 50,000 Ga llons
Over 50,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

1

2 78. The  ra tes  and charges  for the  Company a t present, as  proposed in the  ra te  applica tion,

3 and as  recommended by Staff are  as  follows  :

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

2 " Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons $3.40

75701
I
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3.90
4.25

5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
l to 10,000 Ga llons
Over 10,00 Gallons
l to 90,000 Ga llons
Over 90,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

$3.40
3.90
4.25

3 " Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
1 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Gallons
l to 200,000 Ga llons
Over 200,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

4" Me te r

$3.40
3.90
4.25

1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
1 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Gallons
1 to 300,000 Gallons
Over 300,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

$3.40
3.90
4.25

6" Me te r
1 to 5,000 Gallons
5,001 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Gallons
1 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Gallons
l to 600,000 Ga llons
Over 600,000 Gallons

$5.25
6.54

$5.20
6.59

Co in  Me te r/Bu lk
Per 1,000 Gallons $5.00 $6.54 $6.59

S E RVICE  LINE  AND ME TE R INS TALLATIO N CHARG E S :
(Re funda b le  purs ua n t to  A.A.C. R14-2-40-5)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

5/8" x %" Me te r
%" Me te r
1" Me te r
1 %" Me te r

Present
Rates
$320

350
400
615

Service
Line
$490
490
547
610

Company
Me te r

Charge
$132

233
293
506

Tota l
Charge

$622
723
840

1 ,116

Staff Recommended
Service Me te r

Line Charge
$490 $132

490 233
547 293
610 506

Tota l
Charge

$622
723
840

1 ,l16
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2" Turbine  Me te r
2" Compound Me te r
3" Turbine  Me te r
3" Compound Me te r
4" Turbine  Me te r
4" Compound Me te r
6" Turbine  Me te r
6" Compound Me te r
Ove r 6"

850 927
927

1,171
1,308
1,661
1,866
2,479
2,615
Cost

1,031
1,884
1,662
2,546
2,647
3,632
5,026
6,939
Cost

1,958
2,811
2,833
3,854
4,308
5,498
7,505
9,554
Cost

927
927

1,171
1,308
1,661
1,866
2,479
2,615
Cost

1,031
1,884
1,662
2,546
2,647
3,632
5,026
6,939
Cost

1,958
2,811
2,833
3,854
4,308
5,498
7,505
9,554
Cost

SERVICE CHARGE:
Present

Rates
$35.00

50.00
N/A

$25.00
*

Company
Proposed

$35.00
45.00
50.00
40.00

*

*

Staff
Recommended

$35.00
45.00
50.00
25.00

*

*

**

$20.00
1.50%
$15.00
1.50%

N/A

*

* *

$30.00
1.50%
$25.00
1.50%

Cost

* *

$15.00
1.50%
$15.00
1.50%

Cost

Establishment
Reconnection (Delinquent)
After Hours Service Charge
Meter Test (If Correct)
Deposit
Deposit Interest
Reestablishment (Within 12 Months)
NSF Check
Deferred Payment (per month)
Meter Reread (If Correct)
Late Payment (per month)
Moving Customer Meter at Customer
Request Per Rule R14-2-405B
Fire Sprinkler (All Meter Sizes) * m *** m *

* m

P e r Commis s ion rule  A.A.C. R-14-2-403(B).
Months  of s ys te m time s  the  monthly minimum pe r Commis s ion rule  A.A.C. Rl4-2-
403(D).
2% of the  monthly minimum for a  compa ra ble  s ize  me te r conne ction but not le s s  tha n
$10.00 pe r month.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

79. In addition to the collection of regular rates, the Company will collect from its customers

a proportionate share of any privilege, sales, use, and franchise tax.

80. Joshua Valley did not propose any changes to its three-tiered rate structure, but did

propose modifications to its break-over points. The Company proposed that zero gallons be included

in the minimum and break-over points of: first-tier l to 3,000 gallons, second-tier 3,001 to 10,000

gallons, and third-tier over 10,000 gallons for its 5/8 x %-inch meters.

81. Staff concurs with the Company's proposed break-over points for its 5/8 x %-inch

meters. However, Staff proposed a different rate structure with higher break-over points for the

20 DECISION N075701
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1 Company's larger meter sizes."

2 82. We find that the Company's proposed rate design is reasonable and should be adopted.

3 Further, we find Staff' s recommended rate structure is reasonable and should be adopted.

4 83. The Company's proposed rates and rate design would increase the typical residential

5 bill for customers on a 5/8 x %-inch meter, and a median usage of 945 gallons, from $30.93 to $41 .57,

6 for an increase of $10.65, or 34.43 percent.94 For an average customer (using 2,408 gallons) with the

7 same meter size, the Company's proposed rates would increase from $36.10 to $48.53, or 34.46

8 percent.

9 84. Staffs recommended rates and rate design would increase the typical residential 5/8/ x

10 %-inch meter bill, with a median usage of 945 gallons, from $30.93 to $39.97, for an increase of $9.04,

l l or 29.24 percent. For an average customer (using 2,408 gallons) with the same meter size, Staffs

12 recommended rates would increase the monthly bill from $36.10 to $46.86, for an increase of $10.77,

13 or 29.82 percent.95

14 85. Based on the findings herein, given that we have adopted the Company's proposed

15 revenue requirement and its rate design, the typical residential 5/8 x %-inch meter bill with a median

16 usage of 945 gallons would increase from $16.71, to $22.28, for an increase of $5.57, or 33.3 l

17 percent.96 For an average customer (using 2,408 gallons) with the same meter size, the rates would

18 increase the monthly bill from $21 .69, to $28.13, for an increase of $6.44, or 29.72 percent.97

19 86. The Company proposed changes to its current Service Line and Meter Installation

20 charges. Staff does not oppose the Company's proposed Service Line and Meter Installation charges,

21 but recommends that the Company apply separate charges for service line and meter installations. Staff

22 states that there may be times when the Company may need to install meters on an existing service

23 line, therefore, Staff recommends separate charges for each service.

24 87. Staff recommended the following adjustments to the Company's proposed Service

25

26

27

28

93 Staff Report a t Schedule BCA-4.
94 Although Sta ff ca lcula ted the proposed increase in ra tes , the ca lcula tions  appear to be incorrect. Amended Schedule
BCA-5. See a lso, Attached Exhibit E.
95 Id.
9614.

971d.
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Charges: decreasing Meter Test (If Correct) from $40 to $25, decreasing NSF Check from $30 to $15;

and decreasing Meter Reread (If Correct) from $25 to $15.

88. The Company did not oppose  Staff' s  recommended Service  Line  and Meter Insta lla tion

charges or Staff's  recommended Service  charges.

5 89. We find Staffs  recommended charges a re  reasonable  and we will adopt them.

6 90. Because  an a llowance  for the  property tax expense  is  included in the  Company's  ra tes

7 and will be  collected from its  customers, the  Commission seeks assurances from the  Company that any

8 taxes  collected from ra tepaye rs  have  been remitted to the  appropria te  taxing authority. It has  come  to

9 the  Commiss ion's  a ttention tha t a  number of wa te r companie s  have  been unwilling or unable  to fulfill

10 the ir obliga tion to pay the  taxes tha t were  collected from ra tepayers , some for as  many as  twenty years .

l l It is  reasonable , the re fore , tha t Joshua  Va lley should file , a s  pa rt of its  annua l report, an a ffidavit with

1

2

3

4

12 the  Utilitie s  Divis ion a tte s ting tha t the  Compa ny is  curre nt on its  prope rty ta xe s  in Arizona .

13

14

CONCLUS IONS  OF LAW

Joshua  Va lle y is  a  public se rvice  corpora tion within the  me a ning of Article  XV of the

15

2. The  Commiss ion has  jurisdiction over Joshua  Valley and the  subject matte r of the  ra te

1 .

1 6

17 a pplica tion .

1 8 3 .

1 9 4 .

Notice  of the  applica tion was  given in accordance  with the  law.

The  ra tes  and charges authorized here in a re  just and reasonable , in the  public inte rest,

ORDER

20 and should be approved.

21 5. The  subject matte r of this  applica tion may be  approved without a  hearing.

22

23 IT IS  THEREFORE ORDERED tha t Joshua  Va lley Utility Company, Inc. is  he reby authorized

24 and directed to file  with the  Commission, as  a  compliance  item in this  docke t, on or before  August 3 l ,

25 2016, a  revised ta riff se tting forth the  following ra tes  and charges :

26 5/8" x W' Me te r
27 %" Me te r

1" Me te r
28 l W' Me te r

MO N T H LY US AG E  CHARG E :
$18.03
26.28
43.80
87.59

22 DE CIS IO N n o . 75701
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2" Me te r
3" Me te r
4" Me te r
6" Me te r
8" Me te r

185.49
206.10
309.15
618.30

5 /8 " x % " Me te r  a n d  %" Me te r
1 to 3,000 Gallons
3,001 to 10,000 Gallons
Over 10,000 Ga llons

$4.12
5.36
6.79

1" Me te r
1 to 20,000 Gallons
Over 20,000 Ga llons

$5.36
6.79

1 %" Me te r
1 to 50,000 Gallons
Over 50,000 Ga llons

$5.36
6.79

2" Me te r
1 to 90,000 Gallons
Over 90,000 Ga llons

$5.36
6.79

399 Meter
1 to 200,000 Gallons
Over 200,000 Gallons

$5.36
6.79

4" Meter
1 to 300,000 Gallons
Over 300,000 Gallons

$5.36
6.79

6 " Me te r
1 to 600,000 Gallons
Over 600,000 Ga llons

$5.36
6.79

Coin Meter/Bulk
Per 1,000 Gallons $6.79

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

5/8" x %" Me te r
vo' Me te r
1" Me te r
1 %" Me te r
2" Turbine  Me te r
2" Compound Me te r

S E R VIC E  LINE  AND ME TE R  INS TALLATIO N C HAR G E S :
(Re funda b le  purs ua n t to  A.A.C. R14-2-40-5)

Se rvice  Line Mete r Charge
$490 $132

490 233
547 293
610 506
927 1,031
927 1,884

Tota l Charge
$622

723
840

1,116
1,958
2,811

23 DECISION N0.75701
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3" Turbine  Me te r
3" Compound Me te r
4" Turbine  Me te r
4" Compound Me te r
6" Turbine  Me te r
6" Compound Mete r
Ove r 6"

1,171
1,308
1,661
1,866
2,479
2,615
Cost

1,662
2,546
2,647
3,632
5,026
6,939
Cos t

2,833
3,854
4,308
5,498
7,505
9,554

Cos t

S E RVICE  CHARG E :

$35.00
45.00
50.00
25.00

*

*

* *

$15.00
1.50%
$15.00
1.50%

Cost

Establishment
Reconnection (De linquent)
Afte r Hours  Service  Charge
Me te r Te s t (If Corre ct)
Depos it
Deposit Inte res t
Rees tablishment (Within 12 Months)
NSF Check
Defe rred Payment (pe r month)
Me te r Re read (If Correct)
La te  Payment (per month)
Moving Cus tomer Mete r a t Cus tomer
Request Per Rule  R14-2-405B
Fire  S prinkle r (All Me te r S ize s ) ***

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t the  revised schedule  of ra te s  and cha rges  sha ll be  e ffective

19 for a ll se rvice  rendered on and a fte r September 1, 2016.

20 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t in addition to the  collection of its  regula r ra te s  and cha rges ,

21 Joshua  Va lley Utility Wate r Company, Inc., is  authorized to collect from its  cus tomers  a  proportiona te

22 share  of any privilege , sa les , or use  tax pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-409.D.

23 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t Joshua  Va lle y Utility Wa te r Compa ny, Inc., sha ll notify its

24 customers  of the  authorized ra tes  and charges , and the  e ffective  da tes  of sa id ra tes  and charges , in a

25 form a cce pta ble  to S ta ff, by me a ns  of a n inse rt in its  ne xt re gula rly s che dule d billing, or s e pa ra te

26 mailing, and the  Company sha ll file  copies  of the  notice  with Docket Control within 10 days of the  da te

27 the  notice  is  sent to cus tomers .

28

***

Pe r Commiss ion rule  A.A.C. R-14-2-403(B).
Months  of sys te m time s  the  monthly minimum pe r Commiss ion rule  A.A.C. Rl4-2-
403(D).
2% of the  monthly minimum for a  comparable  s ize  mete r connection but not less  than
$10.00 per month. The  Service  Charge  for Fire  Sprinkle rs  is  only applicable  for
se rvice  lines  separa te  and dis tinct from the  primary wate r se rvice  line .

24 DECIS ION n o . 75701
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IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t Joshua  Va lley Utility Wate r Company, Inc., is  he reby put on

2 notice  tha t it sha ll a ppropria te ly re cord a ll pla nt tra nsa ctions  in a ccorda nce  with Na tiona l Associa tion

3 of Regula tory Commiss ioners  guide lines .

4 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t Joshua  Va lley Utility Wa te r Company, Inc., sha ll on a  going

5 forward basis , use  the  deprecia tion ra tes delineated in Table  C a ttached to the  Staff Report.

6 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t Joshua  Va lle y Utility Wa te r Compa ny, Inc., sha ll pre pa re  a

7 report conta ining a  de ta iled ana lysis  and plan to reduce  the  Company's  water loss  to 10 percent or less .

8 If the  Company be lieves  it is  not cos t e ffective  to reduce  the  wa te r loss  to le ss  than 10 pe rcent, it sha ll

9 submit tile  a  de ta iled cos t bene fit ana lys is  to support its  opinion. In no ca se  sha ll the  Company a llow

10 wa te r los s  to be  gre a te r tha n 15 pe rce nt. The  wa te r los s  re duction re port or the  de ta ile d a na lys is ,

l l whichever is  submitted, shall be  docketed as a  compliance  item, within ninety (90) days of the  effective

12 da te  of this  Decis ion.

13 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t J os hua  Va lle y Utility Wate r Compa ny, Inc., sha ll ins ta ll a

14 mete r on the  3-inch s tandpipe  tha t will function yea r-round, rega rdless  of freezing wea the r. The  me te r

15 sha ll be  ins ta lled and opera tiona l within s ixty (60) days  of the  e ffective  da te  of this  Decis ion.

16 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t upon Joshua  Va lle y Utility Wa te r Compa ny, Inc., ins ta lling

17 a  me te r on the  3-inch s ta ndpipe  (discusse d a bove ), the  Compa ny sha ll file , within thirty (30) da ys  of

18 s uch ins ta lla tion, with Docke t Control, a s  a  complia nce  ite m in this  docke t, a  notice  upda ting the

19 Commission on the  s ta tus  of its  compliance .

20 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t J os hua  Va lle y Utility Wa te r Compa ny, Inc., s ha ll file  Mth

21 Docke t Control, a s  a  compliance  item in this  docke t, and within nine ty (90) days  of the  e ffective  da te

22 of this  De cis ion, a t le a s t thre e  Be s t Ma na ge me nt P ra ctice s  in the  form of ta riffs  tha t subs ta ntia lly

23 conform to the  te mpla te s  cre a te d by S ta ff. The  te mpla te s  cre a te d by S ta ff a re  a va ila ble  on the

24 Commiss ion's  we bs ite  a t http:www.a zcc.gov/Divis ions /Utilitie s /Wa te r/forms .a sp.

25 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t the  J os hua  Va lle y Utility Wa te r Compa ny Inc 's ., Be s t

26 Ma na ge me nt P ra ctice s  ma y only conta in a  ma ximum of two Be s t Ma na ge me nt P ra ctice s  from the

27 "Public Awareness /Public Re la tions" or "Educa tion and Tra ining" ca tegorie s . The  Company may seek

28 cost recovery of the  actua l costs  associa ted with the  implementa tion of the  Best Management Practices

1

25 DE CIS IO N n o .
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1 in its  ne xt ge ne ra l ra te  ca se .

2 IT IS  F UR THE R  O R DE R E D th a t  J o s h u a  Va lle y Ut ility  W a te r  C o m p a n y In c . ,  s h a ll file

3 a nnua lly, with the  Com m is s ion's  Utilitie s  Divis ion, a s  pa rt of its  Annua l Re port, a n a ffida vit a tte s ting

4 tha t it is  curre nt on its  prope rty ta xe s  in Arizona .

5 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t this  De cis ion s ha ll be com e  e ffe c tive  im m e dia te ly.

6 BY O R DE R  O F  THE  AR IZO NA C O R P O R ATIO N C O MMIS S IO N.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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S ERVICE LIS T FOR: J OS HUA VALLEY UTILITY COMP ANY, INC.

W-02023A-15-0315DO C KE T NO . :

5

9

10

1

2

3 S teve  Wene
MOYES  S ELLERS  & HENDRICKS  LTD.

4 1850 N. Centra l Ave ., Suite  1100
Phoenix, AZ 85004
Attorne ys  for Joshua  Va lle y Utility Compa ny, Inc.

6 J a nice  Alwa rd, Chie f Couns e l
Le ga l Divis ion

7  ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 West Washington Street
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DOCKETNO. W-02023A-15-0315

Joshua Valley Utility Company
Docket No. W-02023A-15-0315
Test Year Ended December 31, 2014

Exhibit A

RATE BASE -1 FAIR VALUE

(A) (D)

LINE
n o .

COMPANY
AS FlLED

(B)
STAFF

AS
ADJUSTED

(C)
RO

ADOPTED
ADJUSTMENTS

RO
ADOPTED

$ $ $ $1
2
3

Plant in Service
Less: Accumulated Depreciation
Net Plant in Service $

2,372,749
1,481 ,456

891,293 $

2,335,096
1 ,464,086

871,010 $

37,653
17,370
20,283 $

2,372,749
1 ,481 ,456

891,293

LESS.'

4 Advances in Aid of Construction (AIAC) $ $ $ $

5 Service Line and Meter Advances $ 25,226 $ 25,226 $ $ 25,226

$ $ $ s6
7
8

Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIAC)
Less: Accumulated Amortization

Net CIAC $

58,342
26,254
32,088 $

58,342
26,254
32,088 $ $

58,342
26,254
32,088

9 Total Advances and Contributions $ 57,314 $ 57,314 $ $ 57,314

10 Customer Deposits $ $ $ $

11 Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes $ $ $ $

ADD: _Working Capita/

12
13

Cash Working Capita!  Allowance

Inventory

$
$

25,088 $
$

23,880 $

$

924 s
$

24.804

14 Total Rate Base $ 859,067 $ 837,576 $ 21,207 $ 858,783

DECIS ION NO.
75701



DOCKETNO. W-02023A-15-0315

Joshua Valley Utility Company
Docket NO W-02023A-15-0315
Test Year Ended December 31, 2014

Exhlbit B

OPERATING INCOME . TEST YEAR AND ADOPTED

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] IF]

LINE
no. DES CRIP TION

COMPANY
TEST YEAR

AS FILED

STAFF
TEST YEAR

AS ADJUSTED

ADOPTED
ADJUSTMENTS
TO COMPANY

TEST YEAR
AS

ADOPTED

RO
ADOPTED

ADJUSTMENTs
RO

ADOPTED

$ 271 ,457 $ 271 ,457 $ s 271 ,457 $
$

93,843 $ 365,3001
2
3

REVENUES:
Metered Water Sales
Water Sales - Unmetered
Other Operating Revenues 3,501 3,501 3,501 3,501

Total Revenues $ 274,958 $ 274,958 $ $ 274,958 $ 93,843 $ 368,801

EXP_E_NSES:
$ 103,971 $ 116,571 $ 20,000 $ 123,971 $ $ 123,971

24,854 24,854 24,854 24,854

8,240
10,975

8,240
10,975

8,240
10,975

8,240
10,975

21,718
3,120

1,718
3,490

(20,000)
370

1,718
3,490

1 ,718
3,490

4,80o 4,8o0 4,800 4,800

14,945
6,953

14,945
e,9s3

14,945
6,953

14,945
6,953

7,50o 7,50o 7,500 7,500

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Salaries and Wages
Salaries and Wages-Ofhcers & Directors
Employee Pensions & Benefits
Purchased Power
Chemicals
Repairs and Maintenance
Office Supplies Expense
Contractual Services - Professional
Contractual Services - Billing
Contractual Services _ All
Contractual Services - Water Testing
Contractual Services - Other
Rents
Rent _ Equipment
Transportation Expense
Insurance - General Liability
Insurance - Life & Health
Reg. Comm. Exp.. Rate Case
Reg. Comm. Exp. - Other
Bad Debt Expense
Miscellaneous Expense
Depreciation Expense
Taxes Other Than Income
Property Taxes
Income Taxes
Interest Expense . Customer Deposits
Rounding

2,642
7,559

50,066
9,004

10,583
(2,406)

2,642
7,559

49,857
9,968

10,583
(1 ,123)

390
1 ,sou
(286)
(305)

z,642
7,559

50,456
10,534
10,297
(2,711)

1,171
20,631

2,642
7,ss9

50,456
10,s34
11 .468
17,920

34 Total Operating Expenses $ 284,524 s 279,543 $ 1 ,699 $ 286,223 $ 21,802 $ 308,025

35 Operating Income (Loss) $ (9,566) $ (4,585) $ (1 ,699) $ ("»2§§l 72,041 $ 60,776

DECISION no. 75791
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DOCKETNO. W-02023A-15-0315

Joshua Valley Utility Company
Docket No. W-02023A-15-0315
Test Year Ended December 31, 2014

Exhibit D

REVENUE REQUIREMENT

LINE
n o . DESCRIPTION

[A]
COMPANY

FINAL
FAIR VALUE

[B]
STAFF
FINAL

FAIR VALUF

[C]
RO

ADOPTED
FAIR VALUE

1 Adjusted Rate Base

2 Adjusted Operating Income (Loss)

3 Current Rate of Return (L2 / LI )

$

$

859,067

(9,566)

-1 .11 %

$

s

837,576

(4,585)

-0.55%

$

$

858,783

(11,066)

-1 .29%

4 7.38% 7.05% 7.10%

5 $

$

$

$

$

$6

Required Rate of Return

Required Operating income (L4 * L1 )

Operating Income Deficiency (Ls - L2)

Gross Revenue Conversion Factor

63,428

72,994

1.30148

59,050

63,635

1 .30484

60,931

71 ,997

1 .303437

8

g

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$10

95,000

274,958

369,958

34.55%

83,033

274,958

357,991

30.20%

93,843

274,958

368,801

34.13%11

12

Increase (Decrease) In Gross Revenue (L7 * LE)

Adjusted Test Year Revenue

Proposed Annual Revenue (Ls + LE)

Required Increase/(Decrease in Revenue) (%) (L8/L9)

Operating Margin

Cash Flow Before Debt Service Reserve

17.14% 16.49% 16.52%

13 $

$

113,494

113,494

$

$

108,917

108,917

$

$

111,232

111,23214 Cash Flow After Debt Service Reserve

DECIS ION no. 75701



5/8" 3/4" Residential 5/8" 3/4" Residential 5/8" 3/4" Residential 5/8" 3/4" Residential
Minimum Charge $

1st Tier Rate
1st Tier End

Incremental 2nd Tier Rate
2nd Tier End

lncremenial 3rd Tier Rate
3rd Tier End

incremental 4th Tier Rate
4th Tier End

Incremental 5th Tier Rate
Sm Tier End

Incremental Sth Tier Rate

13.50
$3.40
5,000
$0.50

20,000
$0.35

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

Minimum Charge $
1st Tier Rate

1st Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 2

2nd Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 3
3rd Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 4
4th Tier Breakover
incremental Tier 5
5th Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 6

18.50
$4.00
3,000
$1 .25

10,000
$1 .29

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

99 999,999
$0.00

Minimum Charge $
1st Tier Rate

1 s1 Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 2

2nd Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 3

3rd Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 4
4th Tier Breakover
incremental Tier 5
5th Tier Breakover
incremental Tier 6

18.50
$4.00
3,000
$1 .25

10,000
$1 .29

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

Minimum Charge $
1st Tier Rate

1st Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 2

2nd Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 3
3rd Tier Breakover
lncremenial Tier 4
4th Tier Breakover
incremental Tier s
5th Tier Breakover
Incremental Tier 6

17.50
$4.00
3,000
$1 .20

10,000
$1 .23

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

99,999,999
$0.00

Joshua Valley Utility Company
Docket No. W-D2023A-15-0315
Test Year Ended December 31, zo14

DOCKET NO. W-02023A- 15-0315
Exhibit E

Typical Bill Analysis

5/8" 3/4" Residential

Company Proposed
Median Usage
Average Usage

Gallons
945

2,408
$
$

Present
Rates

16.71
21 .69

$
$

Proposed
Rates

22.28
28. 13

Dollar
Increase

$ 5.57
$ 6.44

Percent
\increase

33.31 %
29.72%

Staff Recommended
Median Usage
Average Usage

945
2,408

$
$

16.71
21.69

$
$

21.28
27.13

$
$

4.57
544

27.33%
25.11%

ADOPTED

Median Usage
Average Usage

945
2,408

$
$

16.71
21.69

$
$

22.28
28.13

$
$

5.57
6.44

33.31%
29.72%

All Rates Presented Without Taxes

Gallons Present ADOPTED %

Company

Proposed %

Staff

Recommended %

Consumption Increase Increase Increase

1 ,coo
2,000
3,000
4,000
5,000
6,000
7,000
8,000
9,000

10,000
11 ,000
12,000
13,000
14,000
15,000
16,000
17,000
18,000
19,000
20,000
25,000
30,000
35,000
40 ,000
45 ,000
50,000
75,000

100,000
200,000
500,000

1 ,000,000
2,000,000

$
$
$
s
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
s
$
$
$
$
$
s
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

R ates
13.50
16.90
20.30
23.70
27.10
30.50
34.40
38.30
42.20
46. 10
50.00
53.90
57.80
61 .70
65.60
69.50
73.40
77.30
81 .20
85.10
89.00

110 .25
131 .50
152.75
174 .00
195 .25
216.50
322.75
429 .00
854 .00

2, 129.00
4,254.00
8,504.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
s
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

R a t e s
18.50
22.50
26.50
30.50
35.75
41 .00
46.25
51 .50
56.75
62.00
67.25
73.79
80.33
86.87
93.41
99.95

106.49
113.03
119.57
126.11
132.65
165 .35
198.05
230.75
263.45
296 .15
328.85
492 .35
655.85

1 ,309.85
3,271 .85
6,541 .85

13,081 .85

37.04%
33.14%
30.54%
28.69%
31 .92%
34.43%
34.45%
34.46%
34.48%
34.49%
34.50%
36.90%
38.98%
40.79%
42.39%
43.81%
45.08%
46.22%
47.25%
48.19%
49.04%
49.98%
50.61 %
51 .DO%
51 .41 %
51 .68%
51 .89%
52.55%
52.88%
53.38%
53.68%
53.78%
53.83%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
s
$
$
$
$

R a t e s
18.50
22.50
26.50
30.50
35.75
41 .00
46.25
51 .50
56.75
62.00
67.25
73.79
80.33
86.87
93.41
99.95

106.49
113.03
119.57
126.11
132 ,65
165 .35
198.05
230.75
263 .45
296.15
328.85
492 .35
6 5 5 8 5

1 v309.85
3,271 .85
6,541 .85

13,081 .85

37.04%
33.14%
30.54%
2B.69%
31 .92%
34.43%
34.45%
34.46%
34.48%
34.49%
34.50%
35.90%
38.98%
40.79%
42.39%
43.81%
45.08%
46.22%
47.25%
48.19%
49.04%
49_98%
50.61 %
51 .0G%
51 .41 %
51 .68%
51 .89%
52.55%
52.88%
53.38%
53.68%
53.78%
53.83%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

R ates
17.50
21 .50
25.50
29.50
34.70
39.90
45.10
50.30
55.50
60.70
65.90
72.33
78.78
85. 19
91 .G2
98.05

104.48
110.91
117.34
123.77
130.20
162.35
194.50
226.65
258.80
290.95
323. 10
483,85
644.60

1 ,287.60
3,216.60
6,431 .60

12,861 .so

29.63%
27.22%
25.62%
24.47%
28.04%
30.82%
31 .10%
31 .33%
31 .52%
31 .67%
31 .80%
34. 19%
36.26%
38.07%
39.66%
41 .08%
42.34%
43.48%
44.51%
45.44%
46.29%
47.26%
47.91%
48.38%
48.74%
49.01 %
49.24%
49.91 %
50.26%
50.77%
51 .09%
51 .19%
51 .24%

DECIS ION no.
75701


